STATE OF CALIFQRMIA—HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES
744 P Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

April 1, 1983

ALL-COUNTY INFORMATION NOTICE I-46-83

. TO: ALL COUNTY WELFARE DIRECTORS

SUBJECT: FEDERAL NOTICE OF INTENT TO SANCTION

REFERENCE:

The purpose of this Information Notice is to apprise you of the Federal Department
of Health and Human Services (DHHS) intent to sanction California for exceeding
the target error rate in the AFDC Program for the October 1980 through September
1981 period. DHHS has determined our state’'s error rate for that period at 6.8%.

As you know, the target error rate for Californie had been established at 4.0%

as a result of the Michel Amendment. Under the provisions of the Michel Amendment,
California is subject to a disallowance of Federal financial participation (FFP)
unless the State can demonstrate that it failed to meet the target error vate
despite a good faith effort. The potential disallowance is $35,067,000.

We received the formal notice of the intent to sanction on March 15, 1883, and
under 45 CFR 205.42{g) we have 65 days in which to appeal. The basis for appeal
is that we had a corrective action plan in place which was reasonably designed
to meet the target error rate. The 65 day clock is now operative and we have
until May 19, 1983 to submit our appeal.

Attached to this letter is a list of weights and factors which will be used by

DHHS to evaluate "good faith". We are in the process of developing responses to
each one of these standards to show how, on a statewide basis, we meet these
standards. We are asking that you also review the list of factors and provide

us specific data relevant to your county's efforts in each of these areas. Your
responses should address each point in the weights and factors package individually
and be so identified. All references to "state' should bo considered "county" for
purposes of developing your responses.

All arguments need to be made with the strongest support available. Once you have
completed your response provide them to, the AFDC Systems Bureau. A small group

of county staff, working under the auspices of CWDA, will then review all responses
and prepare the final package of county inmput. If this approach is to work we
must have your responses in our possession by April 18, 1983.
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Should the State not be able to develop a history of good faith effort sufficient
to Federal requirements and the potential disallowance comes about, current State
law and program regulations require the State to pass on the sanction to counties.
It is consequently in our mutual best interest to avoid the sanctiom by working
together to create a package that irrefutably demonstrates California's good
faith effort to meet our error rate standard through corrective actionm.

My AFDC Program Systems Bureau Chief, David Mullins, 1is coordinating this effoert.
He may be contacted at (916) 322-5330 if you desire clarification of any points,
or you may contact your AFDC Program Management Consultant at (916) 445-4458.

(/
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Summery of Instructions for Preparing
a8 MWaiver Request under 45 CFR 205.42(g)
for the October 1980 - September 1981 Period”

If a State elects to request & walver of the reduction of FFP under
45 CFR 205.42(g), it has 65 days from the date of the letter from the
Commigsioner to show that the State made a good faith effort to meet
the egtablished error rate target. This regulation describes some of
the circumstences on which a State may base & request. The State's
walver request must addrese &ll of the circumstances under which the
State believes 1t may qualify.

The methed by which we will review each request will be determined by
the specific circumstance cited by the State. A waiver request based
on specific occurrences, such as disssters, strikes, unanticipated
workload changee or incorrect policy interpretatione (45 CFR

205.42(g) (2)(15~(1v)), will be evsluated on its merits and according
to criteria developed for the unique nature of the circumstence. The
request must indicate the event and explain the extent to which the
circumstance affected the progrem and its direct effect on the payment
error rate during thls period. The State must be prepared to submit
supporting documentation upon request.

If the waiver request is to be based in whole or in part on a
corrective action plan reasonably designed to meet the target error
rate (paragraph {g)(2)(v) of this regulation), the State is directed
to consult the chart of weights and factors (attached). A request
submitted under this paragraph will be evaluated using these factors,
which appear as subparagraphs (4),(B),(C) and (D) of the regulation,
Each factor is individuaelly weighted as indicsated on the last page of
the chart.

The score for each factor will be the cumulative points for all the
elements listed numerically under each factor. Under each element are
listed the indicators thet will be considered in determining the
element score. The chart also identifies what we comsider to be
primary indicators of any State's good faith effort. Each primary
indicetor of an element, labeled (P), must be adequately met before
the maximum peints for that element can be assigned. The State's
actual acore fgr an element, however, will be measured by all
appropriate Indicetors, whether primary or not.

*Your responses should be directed at actions which (1) were developed in the
period immediately preceding October 1980 through September 1981, (Z) took
place during that period, or (3) became effective in the six month period
immediately following.
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To assure that a waiver request submitted under 45 CFR 205.42(g)(2)(v)
receives full consideration, the instructions recommend that
documentation be submitted to clearly and completely address all
factors, elements and indicators. Although we will also use available
Federal agency information in our review, the State is advised that 1t
should not depend on Federal agency information to support its waiver

request.
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WEIGETS AND PACTORS
GOGD FAITH EVALUATION (18T MICHEL PERIOD)

IMAXTMUM |
VALUE
A, Demonsgtrated Commitment by Top Meznageaent
{45 CFR 205.42(g)(23{v)(A)) 100
1. Demonstrated commitment to error reduction program 50
(P) - Corrective action goals enunciated in agency policy
{(e.g. policy statements, directives, memoranda)
(P) - Efforts by top menagement to assure timelinees and
quality of State QC reviews
(P) - Implementation of Federally mandated error reduction
asctivities (Hote: Wage wmatch (45 CFR 205.56) is the
-only required activity for lst Michel period)
(P) — Timely gubmiseion of the corrective acticn plans for
this period
- Accees by State pteff responsible for corrective
gction to top managemsnt
= Acquisition by top management of additional
resources, a5 identified in CAP (e.g. computer time,
additional staffing)
~ Other indicators as presented by the State
2. Demonstrated management accountability for the corrective 30
action process
(P) - Accountability for decisions in the corrective
action process
(P) - Quality control end corrective sction responsibilities
delegated or assigned to appropriate level of managers

or management components

Performance standards for managers reflective of
their scecountabiliry for error reduction

- Other {ndicators presented by the State

{P) Primary




3. Infitiatives (not specifically addressed by other elements)

undertaken by the State to jimprove the corrective action
process

= Manupal/automsted pystems which will address error

concentrationg but which are not operational during

the period, but are under development during the
period

- Comprehensive training activities

~ Changes in case management aimed at improving the
corrective action process

- Reorganization of agency or components

- Policy or procedure manual revisions designed to
reduce errors

- Legislation enacted which is responsive to State
problems in corrective action

- Other indicators presented by the State

20




B.

Sufficiency and Quality of Eystems Designed to Reduce Errors
(45 CFR 205.62{g)(23(v}{B})

1. Uée of Datsa

(P} -~ Usge of evailsble mource dats {(e.g, BENDEX,IDEX, Hotor
Vehicle Match), as asppropriate

- Othey Indicetors presented by the State

20

2. Sufficiency &nd quality of menusl/sutomsted eystems to
reduce errors baszed on needs indicated by program gnalysie

(P) - Systems resources (e.g. staff time, hardware)
acceegsible to Individuals responsible for corrective
actions

- Systems in place evaluated as potential corrective
action tool (e.g. management information systems)

- Congiderstion of slternatives to current gystem (e.g.
assignment of support law, enumerstion agreement)

- Other indicators presented by the State (e.g. wonthly
reporting, retrospective budgeting, local egency
monitoring systems)

|

&5

3. Systems Utilization

{F) -~ Systems output/results sent to responsible cificials
{e.g. veports, tapes)

{P) ~ Qutput results relsted to corrective action utilized
by responeible staff

~ Training in use of cutput provided to users

§

Other indicators presented by the State

35

{P) Primary




MALIMUM

VALUE

C.

Use of Systems and Procedures for Statistical and Program
Anclyeis of QC and Related Data (45 CFR 205.42(g)(2)(v)(C))

100

1. QC Date Submiassion

Required QC Forws submitted complete and timely
(Form S34 4341, Tables 1, 2, 3, 34, and 4 or
equivalent)

20

2. Statisgtical Analysis
(P) - Analysis of State QC Sample by Error Elements
(P) ~ Analysis of Federal rereview findings
- Trend analysis
- Nature/sources of errors

~ Geographic breakdown

§

Error prone profiles

~ Statistical Tests/Significance of Errors
=~ Special Studies

-~ Interim Reports

- Augmented Ssmples

~ Tergeted Studies

~ Other indicators presented by the State

35

3. Description of Data

Narrative explanation of QC data analysis
as transmitted to those responsible for program
anslysis

10

4. Program Analyéis

Analyais of program operations to determine cause of
QC errors

35

(P) Primary




MAX ITMUM

VALUE -

D. Manszgement snd Execution of Corrective Action Process (45 CFR
205.42(g3{2)(~){0))

100

1. Assepgsment of Corrective Actions

(P) -~ Corrective actions developed for all error elements
which represent & eignificant percentage of the
peyment error rate with a connection between
corrective sctions selected and errors

= Other indicstotrs presented by the State

15

2. Correétive hetion Planning
{P) ~ Establishment of milestones
(?) ~ Allocation of resources

- Apsessment of costs &nd benefits

§

Pilot projects

« Involvement of county or local agency staff, as
appropriate ‘

Other indicstors presented by the State

25

3. Implementatiocn of Corrective Action Plan
(P) - Implementation monitoring

{P) =~ Achievement of milestones/implementation of corrective
action tasks

= Ongoing process for amending or discontinuing of
corrective sctions, &e necessary

Other indicstors presented by the State

|

45

4. EBvaluation of Corrective Actions and Their Implementation

Actione svaluated bzsed on reported error reduction,
actual costs and benefite, and velated indirect outcomes

l
i
l
I
|
i
!
|
|
!

15

(P) Primary




MAXTMUM

VALUE

Héighting
Factor A subscore X 30 =
B X o200 =
C X J25 =
D X 25 =
Score:

Rotes

covering letter for gpecific information regarding these

|
1. (P) denotes a "primary” indicator of an element (see |
I

indicators). |

2. Several elements do not have separate indicators
listed, The documentation supporting the waiver
reguest must fully address an element without
indicators before the maximum points for that
element can be assigned.




